




Coordination between Structural Funds Programming and National/Regional Initiatives- Objective 2 and the origins of the Danish Regional Growth Fora
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Following the abolition of the centrally-administered Danish regional aid package in 1991, central government moved away from regional policy implementation and took on a coordinating role, while at the sub-national level, county councils with tax-raising powers (so-called Amter) became increasingly active in regional development. The Danish setup for Structural Funds administration in over the 2000-06 period did not sit easily in a simple centralised/decentralised dichotomy but can perhaps best be described as ‘coordinated decentralisation’, something which has gradually evolved since the introduction of Structural Funds programming in the late 1980s. This relatively stable and low-key position regional development policy was impacted in the period under review by three closely-related central government initiatives: a major reform of local government which originated in a 2002 Commission but only came fully into force on 1 January 2007, reducing the number of local authorities from 275 to 98 and 14 Amter to five large regions; a new Business Development Act in 2005 which gave the new regions statutory responsibility for economic development through statutory partnership bodies (Regional Growth Fora) funded by local and central government; and a new institutional set-up which integrated local, regional, national and European economic development activities within a single, programme-based, policy structure. While this new system applied in full only from 2007 and its emergence had been driven by factors other than regional policy (health, administrative simplification), programme-based central-regional coordination had been a recurring issue for much of the 2000-06 period, and the new institutional set-up for regional development policy clearly reflected longstanding policy concerns at the national level.
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5.1. SustainabilityAs the Regional Growth Fora were creatures of local government reform, their fate has often been associated with that of the new regions which, predictably, have already come under political attack for failing to manage the health care system efficiently. However, even if health care was eventually made a central government responsibility and the intermediate regional tier of government terminated, the new set-up with Regional Growth Fora as independent entities may well survive on a stand-alone basis as a decentralised way of delivering tailor-made support for economic development that actively involves social partners – and, of course, is capable of administering Structural Funds programming.5.2. TransferabilityTransferability relies heavily on the existing institutional and political setting, although some of the success factors (cf. the ensuing section) would appear to be of a rather generic nature.
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Given the length of the process investigated, several persons have been instrumental in bringing about change, but the best current contact at the national level would be:Pernille von Lillienskjold, Head of Department, Danish Enterprise and Construction Authority, phone +45 35 46 64 33, e-mail: pvl@ebst.dk, www.ebst.dk
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^1	  For the description of good practice in the Management and Implementation Systems of Objective 1 and 2 programmes, we understand the term ‘project’ broadly to include approaches and elements of management and implementation systems.
